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PREFACE

This is a report of a survey conducted while | was a
Visiting Research Associate at the Smithsonian Institution
Libraries, from September, 1970 to June, 1971. The
assignment provide. me with a unique opportunity to observe,
and to some extent to participate in, +he operations of a
research library., During this time | received the coopera-
tion of the staff of the Smithsonian Institution Libraries.
Especially valuable was the quidance of Dr. Russel]| Shank,
the Director of Libraries. | frequently turned for advice
fo Miss Jean Smith, Special Assistant for Biological Programs.
Dan Clemmer, Assistant to the Director, aided in many ways.

| conducted a number of interviews in the initial phases
of the study and during the period in which the questionnaire
was pretested and revised. The Smithsonian librarians with
whom | talked were extremely frank and helpful. The curators
who were interviewel were cooperative and willing to discuss
library matters. ’

Faculty members of the University of Maryland Scheool of
Library and Information Services assisted throughout the study.
Dr. James Liesener was consulted in the initial phases of my
work; Dr. Edwin Olson aided in the design of the questionnaire,
and Dr. Michael Reynolds helped to guide my observations and
the direction of my inquiries throughout the study.




SUMMARY

The major objective of the study was to gather information
about factors which influence collection development and
seleci on decision making in the Smithsonian Institution
Libraries. A gquestionnaire was sent to the curators in the
National Museum of Natural History and the National Museum of
History and Technology.

The factors studied were:

(1)  the curators' assessment of the levels at
which the collections of the Smithsonian
Institution Libraries meet their needs;

(2) +the libraries and information resources
utilized by the curators in carrying out
their research projects and studies;

(3) the curators' participation in and perception
of the processes by which materials are
selected for addition to the collection of
the Smithsonian Institution Libraries.,

Sixty-four curators in the National Museum of Natural
History and twenty-eight curators in the National Museum of
History and Technology responded to the questionnaire. The
respondents are primarily engaged in research, and spend more
than one quarter of their time in curatorial and public service
activities. They are library users who believe that collection
development (in the sense of adding more books and journals to the
collection) is the highest priority for the Smithsonian .
institul.on Libraries.

(1) Assessment of the collections: The curators were asked
to assess the levels at which the collections of the Smithsonian
Institution Libraries meet the needs of their research projects

-and studies. Curators in the National Museum of Natural History
tend to assess the collections at higher levels than do curators
in the National Museum of History and Technology .

A stepwise regression analysis performed on data collected
in the National Museum of Natural History indicated that
utilization of library ard information ressources is the best
predictor of the curators' assessment of the collection.
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(2) Utilization of library and information resources:
Patterns of utilization giffer between The two muceuns .
Respendents in the National Museum of Natural History, in
contrast fo those in the National Museum of History and
Technology, use more department and division collections with-
in the Smithsonian Institution, but use fewer tota! libraries.

Twenty percent of the respondents in the National Museum
of Naiural Histor, depend primarily upon personal colfectjons.
No respondents in the National Museum of History and Tecnnology
depend primarily upon personal collections; by contrast, +they
are more dependent upon !ibraries outside of the Smithsonian
Institution than are respondents in the Nationa| Museum of
Natural History.

(3) The selection decision makirg process: The majority
cf respondents did recommend Title for acquisition by the
Smithsonian Institution Libraries during the past year. They
indicated that if more funds were available they would request
even more titles. Forty-three percent of the respondents in
the NaTional Museum of Natural History and 22 percent of the
respeondents in the National Museum of History and Technology,
howaver, did not participate in the selection of materials.

Most respondents believe that curators now have +he ma jor
responsibility for selecting materials In their own subject
fields, and they believe that this is a desirable situation.
Few respondents believe that department chairmen, librarians
or the liorary director now have or should have a major role
in selecting materials. Almost half of the respondents in
the National Museum of Naiural History, however, indicated
that they do not know who now has responsibility for sclecting
materials; they, too, prefer that the curators have the major
role,

Some implications of the findings were discussed. Several
.areas which offer potential for further research were mentioned.
They are: |) user evaluation of col lections; 2) differences among
disciplines; and 3) organizational behavior. Implications of the
findings for policy making in the Smithsonian Institution Libraries
were described. These include: |) guidelines for collection
development; 2) opportunities for increased cooperative activity;
3) strengthening of technical services to faciiitate access to
materials; 4) improving communications with curators; and
5) developing a public information clearinghouse within the
Smithsonian Institution Libraries.

[ T —



I. INTRODUCTION

A. Objectives
The major objective of the study was to gather data

on factors which influence collection development and selection

decision making in the Smithsonian Institution Libraries. |

The factors studies were:

) the curators' assessment of the levels at which
the Libraries' collections meet their needs; .

2} the libraries and information resources uti.ized
by the curators in pursuing their research
projects and studies;

3) the curators' participation in and perception
of "he processes by which materials are selected
for addition to the collections of the Smithsonian
Institution Libraries.

The Smithsonian Institution Libraries was undergoing change
at the time the study was initiated. Organizational and persornne |
changes had occurred and nore were anticipated. Policies were
being formuiated; in particular, a collection development policy
statement was being prepared by the library staff. A questionnaire
was designed to collect data not presently available which couid
facilitate policy formulation.

B. Limitatlions

The study was not designed to examine all of the factors
.involved in collection development or selection decision making.
The variables studied were chosen because of a combination of
theoretical, methodological and practical considerations. Only
the perspectives of the users are discussed; a more complete
analysis must also consider the perspectives of the librarians
and the administrators of the Smithsonian Institution, 2



C. Design of the Research

The first three months of the study were spent
observing library operations and interviewing librarlans and
curators. During December, ,./0, a guesticnnaire was designed,
pretested and revised. (See Appendix A,) The qguestionnairs
was mafled in late January to all curators in the National
Museum of Natural History (N = [17) and al] curators in the
National Mus~um of History and Technolocv (N = 54,)%

The population was based upon the Smitheonian Institution
Directory for 1970; additional information was provided by

the adminiztrative staff of each Museum.

In late February a follow-up letter was sent to non-
respondents. (See Appendix B.) Two weeks later phone calls
were made to those who had not yet responded. As a result of
the phone calls, it was learned that a number of curators were
away from the Washington, D.C. area at the time the study was
being conducted; these cuirators were eliminated from the sample.
The iresponse rate for curators actually present in the D.C.
area was 63 percent in NMNH (N = 64) and 54 percent in NMHT
(N = 28). (See Appendix C for an analysis of returns.)

More important than rate of response, however, is the
question of non-response bias. That is, how revresentative of
the population of curators is the sample of respondents? Are
there any systematic biases which might make generalizations from
sample to population invalid?

‘During follow-up telephone calls, a random sample of
curators was queried about their failure to respond. The pressure
of other work was the overwelming reason cited for not respond-
ing to the questionnaire. None indicated that he was not a
library user. In all, only one questionnaire was returned un-
answered because the recipient did not use libraries. There is no
evidence, therefore, to suggest that the non-respondents were
not library users. In fact, the survey suggests that the over-
whelming majority of Smithsonian curators do use libraries.

(Of course, the non-respondents may differ from Yhe respondents
in the way in which they use libraries.)

i
£:
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For convenience, the National Museum of Natural History will

frequently be referred to as "Natural History" and the
National Museum of History and Technology, as "History and
Technology."
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There may be a non-response bias in the 26 percent of
the original Natural History population who were eliminated
because of their absence from the Washington, D.C. area.

Only one percent of the History and Technology non-respondents
were similarly out of town. |t has been suggested ‘that 26
percent represents the percentage of curators who, at any time,
would be away from the National Museum of Natural History.

In the absence of additional Information, however, the possi-
bility of blas should be considered when evaluating the Natural
History findings.

The results of this report are based upon the 64
completcd questionnaires recelved from Natura! History and the
28 questionnaires complieted by curators in History and Taechnology.*
After coding and keypunching, the data was processed on the
University of Maryland's Univac 1108, (See Appendix D for coding
scheme. )

Tables in the text may not aiways total to the full sample
sizes because unanswered guestions were not included in

-3~
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II. THE RESPONDENTS

A. Principal Activities

The Smithsonian Institution considers its major
mission to be "the increase and diffusion of knowledge';
scholarship and research are encouraged. The curators are
similar to scholars and researchers in other research
institutes and universities.

No information was gathered on traditional indices
of research activity, such as number of publications, number
of degrees held, or number of professional meetings attended.
The respondents were asked, however, how they allocate their
professioral time.

The data in Table | indicates that the respondents in
both Museums consider research to be their principal activity.
Unlike college and university environments, however, teaching
and learning activities in the Smithsonian Institution are
minimal. Instead, curatorial and public service activities
take an average of more than one quarter of the time of
curators.

Table !

Respondents' Allocation of Professional Time

Professional NMNH Respondents NMHT Respondents
Activity Percent* Rank Percent  Rank
Research 47 1 35 I
Curatorial [9 2 21 2.5
‘Administration 18 3 21 2.5
Public Service , [l 4 18 4
Teaching and Learning 4 5 4 5
Other | 6 i 6
————— R -

Percentages may not total to 100% because of rounding.
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B. Priorities for the Smithsonian InstijUTicnfLibﬁaries

One item on the questionnaire dealt with +the way in
which the respondents would allocate additional library funds.
The question was included in order to assess the relative
priority of collection development among other |ibrary
activities.

As indicated in Table 2, most respondents feel that
additional funds should be devoted primarily to the purchase of
more books. The greatest difference between the curators in

two Museums is in the relative importance of buying journals.
kespondents in Natural History would allocate 22 percent to the
purchase of journals, whereas respondents in History and Technology
would allocate only eight percent. This finding may reflect
differences between the dominand disciplines represented in the
two Museums. Curators in History and Technology are primarily
historians. Curators in Natural History are principally
scientists; It is well-known that scientists are greatly
dependent upon journal literature.

Table 2

Respondents' Opinion of How Additional Funds Should
- Be Allocated for Library Purposes )

Category NMNH Respondents  NMHT Respondents
Percent Rank Percent Rank

"To buy more books" 7 32 I . 45 1
"To buy more journals" 22 2 8 3.5
"To speed up technical

processing..." 15 3 17 2
"To hire more clerical and

technical assistants" 9 4 ' 8 3.5
"To hire more librarians® 6 5 7 5
"To increase photocopying

facilities” 4 7 5 6
"To buy more reference and

bibliographic materials" 4 7 4 7.5
"To speed up the delivery of

‘documents..." 3 9 4 7.5
"To make the |lbraries more

comfortable for reading

and studying" ! 10 | 9.5
"Other" 4 7 I 9.5



Concern with technical services in the Libraries is
retlected by the importance of the categories: "+o speed up
technical processing..." and "to kire more clerical and
technical assistants." The comnents of one curator in Natural
History seem to summarize this concern:

"The biggest single need is niore money for books,..
The slowness of fechnical processing also Is a great
problem, but it shoul!d not be rated the number one
problem."

The curators are keenly aware of recent budget cuts. The
following is a typical comment:

"The excellence of the library facilities was an
important factor leading me to decide to join the
staff of the Smithsonian Institution. To see the
library being weakened by...Inadequate budgets...is
very discouraging. Not only is such weakening a
threat today, it is literally building problems for
the future."

In view of concern with budget cuts and technical services,
It might be expected that among the lowest ranked categories are
two "user-oriented" services: making the Libraries more comfort=
able and speeding up document delivery.

To summarize: The respondents in the two Museums are
similar in the way in which they describe their activities and in
their assignment of priorities for the Libraries. They are
principally researchers; they use libraries, and view collection
development (in the sense of adding more books and Journals to the
collection) as the highest priority for the Smithsonian Institution
Libraries.

_ The following sections will explore: |) the Jevels at which
the respondents assess the collections of ‘the Smithsonian
Institution Libraries; 2) the library and information resources
utilized by theé respondents; and 3) the respondents' participa=-
tion in and perception of the selection decision-making process
in the Smithsonian institution Libraries.



III. ASSESSMENT OF THE COLLECTIONS

A. Leve| of Assessment Score

As previously mentioned, the Smithsonian Institution
Libraries has no collection development policy statement.
The librarians seem to agree that the collections of the
Smithsonian Institution Libraries are strong in some areas and
weak in others adue to a variety of circumstances, few of which
have directly involved a concern with building library
col lections.

Early In the history ot the Smithsonian institution,
the decision not to develop a library was made. As a resul+
the Smithsonian's |ibrary collection was transferred to the
Library of Congress. This coilection formed the basis of the
"Smithsonian Deposit" at the Library of Congress. Although the
"Smithsonian Deposit" ‘is no longer maintained as a separate
collection, the legislation that established i+ still stands.
Curators at the Smithsonian Institution retain the right of
access fo the Library of Congress and in fact are quite
dependent upon the resources of the Library of Congress.

In order to formulate a collection development policy
statement, it is necessary to assess the current collection.
Various attempts had been made by the tibrary staff to analyze
the holdings in terms of their relative strengt-s in sections
of the Dewey Decimal and Library of Congress - iassification
schemes and by broad subject headings. The library staff was
not fuily satisfied with these attempts.

A somewhat different approach was taken in this study.
The collections were not evaluated from the |ibrarians' point
of view; rather, the respondents were asked to assess the extent
to which the collections of the Smithsonian tnstltution Libraries
support their own research projects and studies. A technique
“for quantifying:the curator's assessments was developed, and is
referred to as a "Level of Assessment gcore."

The Level of Assessment score is a quantitative index
of the curator's judgment about the extent to which the Libraries'
col lection supports his work. Each respondent was ‘Instructed
first to list all projects or studies in which he has been involved
during the past year. He was then asked to indicate the level at
which he judged that the collections of the Smithsonian Institution

14
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Libraries support each project. The respondent was requested
not to consider materiais secured via interiibrary loan.

In some coses, of course, users may be unaware that materials
have been borrowed; thus Level of Assessment scores may be
considered biased toward fuller coverage of a subject than the
Smithsonian Institution Libraries may actuallvy provide.

The levels at which the respondents zssess the collection
range from one to four. They were adapted from Benton's
Federal Libraries Resources Study3 and are similar to +he

categories used by Shank in Regional Access +o Scientific and
Technical Information. 4 ) — — :

Level | - supplies basic information (such as is
contained in dictionaries, handbooks,
and encyclopedias)

Level 2 = covers current knowledge and most
T important historical aspects (such as
Is containad in textbooks and basic

" Jjournals)

Level 3 - includes basic materials required for
independent study (but lacks some
significant materials)

includes most materials required for
independent study

Level 4

Despite obvious ambiguities in the definitions, few
respondents had difficulty assigring a level to each project.
A mean Level of Assessment score was calculated for each respondent.
For example, if a respondent listed only one project and indicated
that the collections supported the project with basic materials
(level 3), the respondent received a score of 3.0. A respondent
who was involved in three studies, one of which was supported with
the basic materials (level 3), one of which was supported with
current knowliedge (level 2), and one of which was supported with
most of the materials needed for independent study (level 4), ‘
would also receive a score of 3.0.

This technique, as all aggregative measurss, obviously loses
some information about individual projects. |1 was selected,
however, because it-provided a single, quantitative criterion which,
to some extent, expresses an overall judgment.

G kg e e
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Level of Assessment score is a "user-or’anted" rather
n "project" or "resource-oriented" measure. ((+ vwouid be
bossible, however, To deveiop aggregative measures of Level of
Assessment by subject area or by an organizational criterion,
such as department.) A further refinement of the Level of
Assessment score might involve weighting each score by taking
inte account the relative importance of a project to the
respondent (in terms of time spent on the project, the signifi=
cance of the project to the curators! long=range interests, or
the relation of the project to the goals of the organization),

Information about the extent to which the collections
were judged to meet the needs of research projects might be most
useful to policy makers in its non-aggregated form. A [ist of aj!
projects and studies reported and the levels at which They were
assessed by the curators is on flle.

B. Level of Assessment scores in the Twe Museums

The curators in the two Museums differ in their Judg-
ments about the extent to which the Libraries' collections meet
their needs. The mean Level of Assessment score for the 64
respondents in Natural History is 2.97, or just below the basic

research level. In History and Technology, thé mean Level of
Assessment score is 1.89, which is below the current know | edge
level.

The data in Table 3 emphasize the lower scores in
History and Technology. No respondents in History and Technology
Judge that the collections support their work at the independent
study level (level 4), whereas 20 percent of the Natural History
respondents judge that the collections support them at 1.
independent study level. Forty-three percent of the History and
Technology respondents assess the collections at the basic
information level (level 1), as contrasted with only nine percent
of Natural History respondents. )

16




TABLE 3

Resp@nqggTsﬂfAssessmenf,ﬁ he level at Which the Smithsenian

Institution Libraries’ Collection Supports Their
) ‘Research Projects and;STudieg )

Level| of Assessment Score NMNH Respondents NMHT Respondents
B - o Number Percent Number Percent
Basic information: 1.0 to |.9 6 g 12 43
Current knowledge: 2.0 to 2.9 12 19 13 47
Basic research: 3.0 to 3.9 33 52 3 I
Independent Study: 4.0 13 20 0 0

There are a number of factors which might contribute to
the lower scores in History and Technology. One factor is the
effect of the number of research projects reported by the curators.
Respondents in Hlstory and Technology are involved in more research
projects and studies than respondents in Natural History. The
respondents in Natura! History report an average of 2.8 projects
and studies; the respondents in History and Technology, an average
of 3.5. The correlation between number of projects reported and
Level of Assessment scores within Natural History, although negative, :
is not significant (r = - .131); there does not appear to be any |
relation between these variables within History and Technology. ;
Therefore, although there are differences between the respondents
in the Museums with respect to the numbc - of projects reported,
the number of projects reported does not seem to be related to
Level of Assessment scores.

Certainly differences due to the nature of the disciplines
. represented by the two Museums must affect the curators!' Judgments.
It appears that documents and information serve different roles

foi scientists and for historians. Historians and scientists are
trained differently, and the information upon which they depend is
organized, controllied and utilized differently.

-10-
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Bibliographic search is an integral part of the
historian's craft. The needs of histcrians involved in
research frequently can be satisfied only by access to
"primary source materials"™. I+ may in fact be impossible
and even inappropriate for a single library to attempt to
serve historians in the same ways in which a single library
can serve scientists. 5

Organizational factors must also be considered.
The National Museum of History and Technology is a newer
col lection and the direction of research activities in the
Museum seems to be undergoing change. Shortly before the
study was undertaken, a new librarian was appointed; the
effect of personnel changes might be refiected in the |ower
scores in History and Technology.

I'n spite of the emphasis in this report upon the
contrasts between the two Museums, it should be clear that
the respondents within Natural History and History and
Technology do not constitute homogeneous groups. '"Natural
History" is not generally considered a "discipline"; the
departments reflect the variety of subjects which comprise
"natural history" as defined by the Smithsonian Institution.
Among the departments there is diversity and change. Some
departments are taxonomically-oriented; others are moving
away from traditional approaches. Some represent fields
of knowledge which are expanding at a rapid pace; others .
represent the maintenance of research interests which may l
be disappearing from many universities. There are varia- !
tions among historians as well. Some are oriented toward i
objects and artifacts; others are more concerned with
social, culture and political impact,

The department and division library collections in
.both Museums also vary markedly. Some are well .cared for
and frequently used; others suffer from lack of attention.
An analysis of Level of Assessment scores by deparitment in
both Museums is on file. The differences between depart-
ments can provide useful information +o policy makers.




C. Variables which Predict Level of Assessment scores in the
National Museum of Natural Hisfory: Results of a QTepwrse

Regrasglon Ana]ysls

The descriptive information presented in the other
sections of This report can be useful to policy makers as a
guide o planning. Of greatar interest to the researcher,
however, and perhaps of greater long-range significance to
policy makers, are inferential or predictive techniques.

The stepwise regression te: .1ique © reported in this
ection was performed on Natural History data only. The number
f casns in History and Techrnology was felt fo be foo small to
e interpretation of the rasults meaningful.

5
o]

mal

The study wes not deszigned to include ail of the
variables which might predict Level of Assessment score.
Nevertheless, for exploratory purposes the question was asked:
what combination of varlables included in fhis study best predicts
Level of Assessmant? The search was for that group of items ~n
the questionnaire which, taken together, would provide the most
information about a cu ﬂTDF'S assessment of the collections.

The list of variables and the multiple correlation
coefficients (R) for each of the steps of the regression analysis
can be found in Table 4.

aab?



Table 4

Stepwise Regression Analysis: Multiple Correlation Coefficients
. (National Museum of Natural H|s+cry Only)
Step
Number Variable Entered

I Total number of libraries used .303
2 Number of Smithsonian coflections used .395
3 Percent allocated to hire more |ibrarians . 453
4 Percent of time spent in curatorial activity .497
5 Number of titles requested in own field if more
funds were available 526
6 Percent al located to hire more cierical and
technical assistants .545
7 Percent allocated to make the libraries more
comfortable for reading and studying .565
8 Percent of time spent in other activities .579
9 Percent of time spent in public service activities .59
10 Curators' selection responsibility .598
Ll Percent allocated for reference and bibliographic
: materials .605
' 12 Number of titles requested in own field during the
t past year 612
I3 Percent allccated for other library purposes 615
14 Percent allocated to increase photocopying facilities .62I
15 Percent allocated to buying more journals 627
16 Percent allocated to buying more books .629
{7 Percent allocated to speed up technical processing .632
; : 18 Number of research projects and studies reported . B33
§ 19 Percent of time spent in teaching and research .634
v 20 Preferred responsibility for curators in selecting
P ' materials 634
21 Percent of time spent in administrative activities 635
i 22 Percent of time spent in research .635
i
!
;
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The variable which best predicts Level of Assessment

Score is the total number of jibraries used by a curator.
Total number of iibraries used is negatively correlated with
Level of Assessment Score (r = - ,303); that is, The more

libraries a respondent uses, the lower is the level at which he
Tends to assess the collecTions of the Smithsonian institution
Libraries. Tota! number of |ibraries used includes depariment
and division collections used within +he Smithsonian as well as
libraries used outside.

The number of collections used within the Smithsonian
Is not, by itself, significantly corratated with Level of
Assessment score. When, howaver; total number of |ibraries usad
is mathematically subtracted or "pzrtialled out", the effect of
number of collections used within the Smithsonian does add
significant informetion about Level| of Assessment scores.
The correlation between number of collections used within the
Smithsonian and Level of Assessment Score is positive; that is,
with each additional colieciion used within the Smithsonian,
the respondent tends to assess the total Smithsonian Institution
Library coilections at a higher level.

The remaining variables are more difficult to interpret.
(It is always difficult to interpret partial correlations and
multiple R's as The number of variables increases). Further
analysis, such as the use of clustering techniques, might provide
useful information. The additlional steps of the regression
analysis, however, add |ifttle information about Level of Assessment
scores. The Multiple R for variables | and 2 is .395; the remain- :
ing 20 variables increase the Mulitiple R by enly .24. (it should :
also be noted that all twenty-two variables includaed in this
analysis account for less than one-half of the variance in Level
of Assessment scores (R = .403). This confirms that thare are
important sources of variation in Level of Assessment scores
which were not included In this analysis.

To summarize: The Level of Assessmant score is =
‘quantitative index (ranging from 1.0 to 4.0) of -the curator's.
Jjudgment of the levels at which the coliecticns of the Sml?hsonlan
Institution Libraries support his own research projects and studies.
Differences were found between the assessments of curators in the- ;
two museums. Curators in Natural History tend to assess the - i
collections at a higher level than do curators in History and
Technology. In Natural! History the mean Leve! of Assessment score N
is just below the basic research level (2.9); in History and
Technology it Is below the current knowledge level (1.8).

A stepwise regression analysis was performed on Natural History
data. Information about the utilization of library and information
resources -- the total number of libraries used and the number of
col lections used within the Smithsonian -- was most important in
predicting Level of Assessment scores.
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V. LIILIZATION OF LIBRARY AND |NFORMATION RESOURCES

Comparatively |it+le résearch has focused upon the
relative utilization of libraries; mest research has concen-
trated upon the use (ani to a much lesser extent, non-use) of
one library. The findings described in +he previous section
suggest that greater understanding of +he pattern of utilization
of library and information resources could yield information of
value both to researchers and o system planners, 7

The gquestionnaire item was adapted from a technique which
has been used by E. Olson and others. 8 The respondent is asked
to list the [ibraries and cel lections of documents which he has
used during the past year and to identify each col lection
individual ly (inciuding division and department collections).
"Use" is defined as personal visits, written requests, phone
calls by the user or someone acting for him, Interlibrary loan
material, however, is not considered. Next, the user ranks each
library in order of the approximate frequency with which it was
used, and finally, he indicates the projects or studies for whieh
he used each resource,

Three aspects of utilization of resources were investigated:
1Y total number of libraries used;

2) number of ‘department and division collections
used within the Smithsonian I'nstitution;

3) the curator's "primary library," i. e., that
library most frequently used. )

A. Total Number of Libraries Used

As noted in the preceding section there is a significant
negative correlation betwedh the total number of libraries used
by respondents in Natural Histcry and their Level of Assessment
scores; that is, the more libraries used, the lower the Level of
Assessment score.

Table 5 compares total number of libraries used by
respondents in the two Museums. More libraries are used by
History and Technology respondents. Over half of the History and
Technelogy respondents use a total of seven or more libraries,

-] 5=
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By contrast only 27 percent of the Natural History respondents
use seven or more libraries. This finding emphasizes the
historians' special dependence upon primary source materials.

A list of the libraries used by respondents is on file. The
Library of Congress appears to be the most frequently mentioned
library, followed by special manuscript collections and state
and local historical associations.

Table o

Total Number of Libraries Used By Respondents

Number of Libraries Used NMNH Respondents NMHT Respondents
S Number Percent Number Percent
-2 7 il I 4
3-4 29 46 6 23
5-6 I 17 5 19
7 and over 17 27 14 54

B. Number of Collections Used Within the Smithsonian Institution

The relationship between number of Smithsonian :Institution
collections used by Natural History respondents and Level of
Assessment scores has been described in the preceding section;
that is, when the total number of libraries used is held constant,
the number of collectigns used within the Smithsenian Institution
is positively related to Level of Assessment scores. ;

The data in Table 6 indicates tThat respondents in Natural
History make extensive use of collections in departments and
divisions other than their own. Only 18 percent of the History and
Technology respondents use more than two collections; 59 percent of
the respondents in Natural History use more than two colilections
within the Smithsonian Institution. The use of decentralized |
cbllections has implications for planning and policy making which
will be discussed in the final section.

i e S,
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Total Number of Smithsonian institution Libraries' Collections
- Used by Respondents o

Number of Colliections NMNH Respondents NMHT Respondents
- Number  Percent Number  Percent
None ! 2 | 3
I 2 3 I3 48
2 23 36 8 29
3 19 30 3 I
4 o 15 2 7
5 and over 9 14 ! 3

C. The "Primary Library"

The "primary library" was defined as the library most
frequentiy used by the respondent. There were four categories
for coding primary library: 1) personal collections;

2) department or division collections within the Smithsonian
fnstitution; 3) the main branch library of each Museum; and
4) libraries outside of the Smithsonian Institution.

The data in Table 7 confirm what other findings suggest:
respondents in History and Technology are less dependent upon
col lections within the Smithsonian Institution Libraries.
Forty-three percent of the respondents in History and Technology
depend upon a library outside of the Smithsonian Institution as

their most frequently used library.

-17-
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Table 7

Type of Library Most Frequently Used by Respondents:

"Primary Library"

Type of Library NMNH Respondents NMHT Respondents
Number  Percent Number  Percent
Perscnal collections 13 20 0 0
Department or Division
collections 36 56 6 21
Museum Branch Library 14 22 1O 13)

Outside the Smithsonian

Institution | 2 I 43

(A%

Respondents in Natural History make extensive use of
department and division cellections, and, as noted, use collections
in other departments and divisions as well as thelr own. The
dependence of Natural History respondents upon department and
division collections may reflect a cross-disciplinary approach to
research. |t also reflects the strong tradition of decentralization
within Natural History. The departmert and division library
col lections appear to have greater "official status" within Natural
History; one department has its own librarian; until recently, fwo
other departments had l|ibrarians assigned to them.

Personal collections were mentioned as the most frequently
used resource by 20 percent of the Natural History respondents.
The ifem on the questionnaire does not appear to have been phrased
in such a way a5 to elicit speciflc information about use of
personal collections. The finding that 20 percent of the Natural
History respondents depend primarily upon personal collections
supports other evidence that scientists prefer easily accessible
and informal sources of information.l0 That no curator in History
and Technology mentioned use of personal collections seems
consistent with what is known about the nature of historical
research. :
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The identity of the primary library ameng Natural
History respondents is not associated with Level of Assessment
scores. There are, however, significant negative correlations
between uses of personal collections and total number of library

and information resources used (i = - .314), and between use
of personal collections and number of collections used within
the Smithsonian Institution (r = - .264). These findings suggest

that curators in Natural History who depend primarily upon
personal colliections utilize fewer formal sources of informa--
tion.

To summarize: There were marked differences in
patterns of utilization of library and information resources
between Museums. Respondents in Natural History, in contrast
to those in History and Technology, use more collections within
the Smithsonian Institution, but use fewer total libraries,
Twenty percent of the respondents in Natural History depend
primarily upon perscnal collections; they tend also to utilize
fewer formal sources of information. Respondents in History
and Technology, by contrast, use a greater number of libraries
and are more dependent upon libraries outside of the Smithsonian
institution.
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V. THE SELECTION DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

[t is useful to distinguish betwsen development of
collections and selection of materials to.be saued to the
coliections. Materials may be added to co!lec /jans, causing
the collections to grow (in size and/or scope). The phrase
"collection development”, however, is used in this report to
describe a policy planning activity. A collection development
pollcy guides and directs the selection of materiais.

Even in the absence of a stated collection deveiopment
peclicy, however, selection decisions are made. Selection
decision-making is a behavioral process which affects the growth
of the collection. Two components of the selection decision-
making process in the Smithsonian Institution were studied.

They were: |) the curators' participation in the selection of
materials; and 2) the curators' perception of the process by
which materials are added tc the collections of the Smithsonian
institution Libraries.

A. Participation in the Selection Froucess

There was widespread feeling that the present fiscal
situation was unusual. Questions were therefore asked not only
about the curator's present participatisn in the selection of
titles but also about the number of tities which would be
recommended if more funds were avallable.

In both Museums, as the data in Table 8 shows, the
majority of curators wouid increase ths number of their requests
if more funds were available. Nineteen percent of the respondents
in Natural History, however, would not increase their requests
even with the addition of funds. (This may be another indication
of the higher level at which the curators in Natural History
assess the collections.) .
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Table 8

Changes in the Number of Requests for New Ti1,.es
- If More Funds Were Available

Change in Number of
Requests NMNH Respondents NMHT Respondents

Number Percent Number Percent

Would request additional

Titles 50 81 23 96
Would not request
additiconal titles 12 19 i 4

There is a significant correlation in Natural History
between the number of titles requested during the past vear
and the number of titles which would be reguested if more funds
were available. (r = .788). This suggests that those curators
who now request titles wlll increase their requests. Further-
more, if additional funds were available, the greatest increase
in requests would come from curators who spend more of their
Time on research activities. (r = ,297).

Separats questions were asked about the number of requests
in the respondents' own fleld and in other fields. Respondents
in History and Technology requested. more titles than did
respondents in Natural History. Forty~three percent of the
respondents In Natural History requested no titles; only 1]
percent of the respondents in History and Technology made no
requests (See Table 9). Curator. in History and Technology
- would also recommend more titles |f more funds.were avallable

- (See Table 10).
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Number of Requests

None

I-10

|1-50

Over 50

Did noi «now could
reguest titles

Number of Titles Requested in the Respondent's Own Field

NMNH Respondents NMHT Respondents
Number  Percent Number Percent
20 32 3 [

25 39 10 34
8 |12 10 36
3 5 2 7
7 | 3 I

Table 10

Number of Titles That Would Be Requested in the Respondents'

- Own Field |f

More Funds Were Available

Number of Anticipated

Requests

None

=10

I1-50

Over 50

Did not know could
request

NMNH Respondents NMHT Respondents
Number  Percent Number  Percent
'8 13 0 0
12 - 19 2 7
27 44 13 46
9 15 9 32
6 10 4 14
_22_
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Respondents expressed |ittle inferest in the selection
of materials outside of their own fields, as the data in
Table il indicates. |f funds were increased, more than 40
percent of the respondents in both Museums still would not
recommend tiftles outside of their own fields of interest.
(See Table 12).

Table |1

Number of Titles Requested in Other Fields

Number of Requests NMNH Respondents NMHT Respondents

- Number  Percent Number  Percent
None 45 73 18 64
I-10 7 ! 5 18
11=50 3 5 l 4
Over 50 2 3 ! 4
Did not know 5 8 3 |

Table 12

Number of Titles That Would Be Requested in Other Fields
-~ 1f More Funds Were Available

Number erﬁnfigipafed NMNH Respondents NMHT Respondents
Requests Number  Percent Number  Percent

Nona 29 47 12 43

I=i0 18 30 6 2l

11-50 : 8 13 3 b

‘Over 50 2 '3 2 7

Did not know 5 8 5 18

_23_
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These findings confirm the view of the selection
process he’d by most Smithsonian librarians: a majority of
the curators do participate in selecting materials in their
own fields. Because they did not recommend titles, or because
they did not know that they could recommend tities, however,
Z2 percent of the respondents in History and Technology did
not participate in the selection process. |n Natural History
the percentage is considerably larger; 32 percent of the
respondents did not recommend titles. When this is combined
with The Il percent who did not know that they could make
recommendations, 43 percent or more than two=fifths of the
Natural History respondents did not participate in the
selection process. |t should be noted, furthermore, that
those who did participate in the selection process did so
almost exclusively in their own areas of interest.

B. Perception of the Selection Process

Selection decisicns are being made at the Smithsonian
Institution Libraries. With increases in funds, more decisions
will be made. The question was asked: who has responsibility
for the selection of materials?

Responsibility for the selection of materials is an
issue which has aroused considerable interest and concern among
research librarians. At one extreme is the view that selection
should be by expert users in their own subject fields; at the
other extreme is The view that selection is the sole responsi-
bility of the professional librarian. Few librarians adhere
to either extreme. Most agree +hd+ expert users must have a
role in the selection of materials; it is the relative role

~of the expert user and the professional librarian which lies at
the heart of the issue. !l

There are, of course, other considerations involved in
selecting materials. 12 Among factors to be considered are the
needs of users who do not or who cannot participate in the
selection process; the nature and extent of "balance'" desired in
the collection; and the degree to which +he |ibrary has assumed
regional, national, or international responsibility for
_developing a special collection.

~24-
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Library administrators attempt to cope with +the
problems involved in the selection of materials in a number
of ways. Some libraries employ blanket order or approval
plans which, to some extent, remove selection decision-making
from the librarian. |3 Many libraries have developed care-
fully derined acquisition policy statements to serve as a
guide to selection decision-making. Another trend has bean
toward the creation of a professional role in academic and
research libraries. 14 The title of these professionals may
vary == 1. e., subject specialists, bibliographers, selection
officers. Thev perform a variety of duties, but they appear
to have in common the responsibility for monitoring and
evaluating collections in areas of Their own expertise.

The role of selection officer has r-=ently been
infroduced to the Smithsonian institution Libraries. There is
a feeling among Smithsonian Institut on librarians, however,
that lack of funds has prevented this system from functioning
properly. In a sense, therefore, the findings which follow
may be considered a '"pretest" which, in time, can be followed
by a similar "posttest" to evaluate the effect of selection
officers upon the selection decision-making process at the
Smithsenian instituticn Libraries.

On the questionnaire, each respondent was asked to
indicate, in percentages, how much responsibility the curators,
department chairmen, librarians and the l|ibrary director have
for the selection of tities in the r&@spondent's own {izld of
interest. The respondent was also asked "... to indicate how
much responsibility you believe each should have."

The findings shown in Table |3 are not surprising;
44 percent of the respondents in Natural History and 62 percent
in History and Technology believe that curators now have the
major responsibility for selection decisions. What is surprising,
however, is the large percentage in Natural History =~ 48 percent --
who indicate that they do not know who has the responsibility
for selection 'decislens.. ‘
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Table 13

Respondents' Perception of the Curaters' Present Role in
o The Selection of Materials

Extent of Responsibility NMNH Respondents NMHT Respondents
o Number  Percent Number  Percent

None ” 3 2 8
Less than 50 percent 3 5 3 12
50 percent or more 4 24 7 27
100 percent 12 20 9 35
Do not know 28 48 5 19

There are several interesting correlations within
Natural History. The more collections within the Smithsonian
that a respondent uses, the more responsibility he believes
that curators should have (r = .315). Respondents who depend
primarily upon persconal collections would |ike curators to

have (r = -,257).

Twenty-eight of the respondents in Natural History
indicate that they do not know who now has responsibility for
the selection of materials. Their replies o the question:

"... how much responsibility (do) you believe each should have?"
were analyzed separately {See Table 14). Although The 28
curators may not know how the present system operates, most of

- them do have opinions about how they would prefer that the
.system operate; they would prefer that curators have most of

the responsibility for selection decision making.
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Table 14

Extent of Responsnblllfy Freferred For Curators By The 28
Respondents in NMNH Who Did Not Know Who Had Responsnbula%y
For Selection of Materials (See Table 13)

Extent of Responsibility
Preferred for Curators NMNH Respondents
Number Percent

None | 4
Less than 50 2 7
50 or more 15 54
|00 5 |18
Do not know 5 |18

The data in Table 15 reveals what has already been
implied; other potential participants in the selection process
are viewed as having little or no responsibility for the
selection of materials. The respondents do not believe that
department chairmen, librarians or the library directcr now have
- or should have a major role in selecting materials.
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Table 15

Respondents' Perception of the Present Responsibility of
Department Chairman, Librarians and The Library Dlrecfor in
the Selection Process '

Potential Participants Extent of NMNH Respondents NMHT Respondents

Tn fThe Selection Process Responsibility Number Percent Number Percent

Department Chairmen None 22 37 13 50
Less than 50
nercent 7 |2 6 23
50 percent or
mare 2 3 ! 4
100 percent 0] 0 ] 4
Do not know 28 48 5 19
Librarians None 19 32 12 16
Less than 50
percent e 17 7 27
50 percent or
more : 2 3 0 0
100 percent | 2 0] 0
Do not know 27 46 7 27
Library Director None 3] . 53 I3 50
‘Less than 50
percent I 2 5 19
50 percent or
more 0 0 0 0
100 percent 0 0 0 0
Do not know 27 46 8 31
-28—
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To summarize: The majority of the respondents did
participate in the selection process by recommending titles
for acquisition, although 43 percent in Natural History and
22 percent in History and Technology did not. Most
respondents indicated that they would request more titles
if more funds were available,

The respondents believe that curators now have the
~major share of the resporsibility for selection decision
making in their cwn fields, and they feel that this is a
desirable situation. They do net believe that department
chairmen, librarians or the library director now have or
should have a major role in seiecting materials.

Almost half of the respondents in Natural Histery
indicate that they do not know wha has responsibility for
selection decision making; these respondents also believe
that the curators shouid have most of the respensibility.

-29-

35

e et bt b s



VI. CONCLUSIONS: IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND POL|CY~MAK|NG

This study was designed to provide: information for policy=
making. It was in many ways an exploratory study -- exploring
concepts and methodoiogies. The implications which are drawn
must be considered tentative.

A. Implications for Further Research

I. User evaluation of collections: In this study
only one parameter of the assessmeni of col lections was focused
upon: the user's judgment of the extent to which the collections
meet his needs. There are obviously other factors which must
be considered and other points of view that should be taken
into account when evaluating a collection. As an index of user
evaluation, however, the Level of Assessment score seems promis-
ing. |t discriminated among subjects and was related to other
variables in interesting ways. Some limitations of the Level
of Assessment score and several possible changes In guantifica-
tion procedures have been mentioned. For a field such as
librarianship, which must develop user-oriented evaluative
indices, the dimensions and generalizability of Level of
Assessment scores seem to merit further investigation.

2. Differences between disciplines: The quantity of
information and the rate at which that Tnformation increases
varies between disciplines and subject fields. Systematic
data about the variations is not easily obtained; nevartheless,
the existence of differences has been mentioned and must be taken
into account when interpreting the findings of this study.

The findings tend to support what is known about differences in
the information-seeking behavior of historians and scientists;
further study of. these variations should be undertaken.

Information sciance, as It is evolving, has been almost
exclusively concerned with studying the information-seeking
behavior of scientists and engineers (insofar as i+ has been
concerned with studying behavior at all). There are obvious
political and economic as well as substantive reasons to account
for the concern with scientists .and engineers. The subject
matter with which they deal is more easily defined, controlied
and organized. (The attention which information specialists
. have given to scientific and technical subjects may have made
this more true.) Science and technology, however important and
easily studied, constitute but one aspect of the "universe of
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knowledge." Insights into the information-seeking behavior
of historians and other social scientists snd humanists can
add greater understanding of the nature of information needs
and the requirements for successful information transfer.

3. Organizational behavior: Although the major
objective of this study was to gather information for policy
making, the framework within which the research was designed
was based upon concepts d-awn from organization theory.
"Organizational domain" z.d "domain consensus'" were described
briefly in footnote |. These notions provided the conceptual
framework within which the population served by +he Libraries
was queried about resources available and services offered.
The findings of this study, particularly the results of the
stepwise regression analysis, suggest that such a framework can
be useful and shouid be further expiored. Additional multi-
variate analyses and further experimental studies can assist
in operationalizing The concepts of "organizational domain"
and "domain consensus."

B. Implications tor Policy making

l. Collection development: The findings confirm
what the Library policy makers already know: the collections
of the Smithsonian Institution Libraries have grown at an
uneven pace. |t seems clear that before specific guidelines
can be developed, the policy makers must first decide in what
areas and to what extent the Libraries will assume responsibility
for collection development. Information gathered in this survey
can guide in such decisions. As policy is formulated, the
library staff and curators should be consulted and involved.

When resources are allocated for collection development,
the unevenness of the collections and differences in subject
fieids must be taken into account. A fast growing discipline
with a large body of information should be allocated more funds
than a discipline in which the volume of information available
is smalier or increasing less rapidly. Policy decisions must
be made about resources allocated to retrospective purchases and
those allocated to keeping up with new publications; these
decisions will differ in different subject fields.




2. Communications with curafors: In the short run,
+he most significant finding of this study may be +hat &
communications gap dces exist between a relativeiv zmall
group of primary users of the Smithsonian Instiftution Libraries
and the Library policy makers. |f so large a percentage of
curators is uninformed about the selection of materiais, it
may be that a similar gap exists in other areas of iibrary
pelicy as well.

There ars & number of remedies whi-h can be under-—

taken by the library administration. Some are simple and
inexpensive. The role of advisory committees, for example,
might be strengthened. Iinformation about library ruiicies

and recent acquisitions might be systematically disseminated
to the curators in short memoranda or news letters. The
|ibrary might encourage user feedback by soliciting queries
and suggestions and by publicly responding to some of them.

A more expensive and long-range suggestion 1s to
initiate some form of current awareness service for the
curators. As the Libraries move toward automation this
should become more feasible. In the long run, strengthening
the role of the selection officers may serve nui only to improve
communications between curators and librarians but also fo pro-
vide valuable imputs to the policy making process.

3. Technical services: Respondents rank speeding up
technical processing and hiring more clerical and technical
assistants above more "user oriented" services. The library
administrators are aware cf the problem in technical services
and are devoting attention to it.

Another important finding of this study is that the
decentralized department and division collections are extensive-
ly used by curators, and that curators (especlally in Natural
History) make use of collections in divisions and departments
other than their own. The tradition of decentralization and
"the variations in the quality and condition of the decentralized
col lections have been noted. As research activity becomes
increasingly multi-disciplinary, researchers will no doubt make
more extensive use of the scattered collections. Therefore, it
seems essential that central control of the collections should
be maintained and strengthened in order to facilitate access to
information by all potential users. Furthermore, the basis upon
which titles are assigned to decentralized collections must be
made more explicit, so that search strategies can be more
efficient.
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4. Cooperative programs: One of the major findings
of the study is that The fofal number of |ibraries used by
curators does make a significant difference in their Judgments
about the collections of the Smithsonian Institution Libraries,
Those curators who feel that the collections support them at
low levels use a greater number of libraries. This relation-
ship exists despite the considerable attention presently devoted
To interlibrary loam activities.

The policy makers of " he Smithsonian Institution
Libraries must decide 1f they will attempt to meet all of the
needs of their primary users; the policy makers must also
decide what other groups are to be served and to what extent
their needs will be met.

No research |ibrary, however, can aspire to meet the
needs of its users by the exclusive use of its own collection.
Therefore, greater attention should be given the development
of cooperative programs which go beyeond traditional inter-
library loan activities. The Smithsonian !nstitution Libraries
has the collection sirengths, the favorable location and +he
status to lead in the development of innovative cooperative
programs.,

5. Public information clearinghouse: This study has
focused upon the research needs of The curators -- the primary
users of the Smithsonian Institution Libraries. There are other
users of the l|ibraries; the responses of +the Exhibits staff,
for example, were eliminated from this analysis because their
needs were substantially different from those of the curators.
Neither have the needs of the public, which in large measure
supports the Smithsonian Institution, been considered. |+ has
been noted that the curators consider themselves primarily
researchers; the |ibrarians |ikewise consider +ha Smithsonian
Institution Libraries to be a research library.

The survey findings Indicate that a considerabie
proportion of curators' time (|| percent in Natural History and
I8 percent in History and Technology) is devoted to responding
to public inquiries. One of the strongest arguments put forth
by curators for continued maintenance of department and division
collecticens is the importance of these collections for answering
public inguiries.
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Beyond the maintenance of reference tools, however,
the Libraries has no program to support public service
activity. The Libraries should be Involved in the develop-
ment of a clearinghouse for public information which wil]
centralize inquiries and filter t+hem to an appropriate level of
expertise. This clearinghouse activity'could include a pilot
program to link exhibits to an information data base. Such a
project, if carefully designed and executed, could test the
feasibility of integrating Museum collections into a user-
oriented information system.



APPENDI X A

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION LIBRARIES WASHINGTON, D. C. 20560

January 26, 1971

Dear Colleague:

The enclosed questionnaire is part of a study of the development
of library collections in the Smithsonian Institution. It has been
prepared by Mrs. Elaine Sloan, a doctoral student at the University
of Maryland School of Library and Information Services; who is a
Vigiting Research Associate at the Smithsonian Institution this year.

Your cooperation is very important in assuring that the results
of this study are useful. It is my hope that the information gathered
by Mrs. Sloan can aid in future policy planning for the Libraries.
Please note that the study is concentrated at this time on the National
Museum of History and Technology, and the National Museum of Natural
History. It will serve as a guide to us in planning extended studies
of needs, and plans to meet them, throughout the Institution.

Please return the completed questionnaire to ° . Sloan, NHB 24,
by February 15, 1971. If you have any questions, please call Mrs. Sloan
at 5178 or 5044. If she is not available please call my staff assist-—
ant, Dan Clemmer, at 5432.

Sincerely, !

Wﬁu/z;

Vﬁussell Shank
Director, S.1. Libraries
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N Cr COLLICTIONS IN THED LIGRARILs OF TIE SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION

Ta c cumn 1, briefly list t nrojeccts or studies in which you have
sen involved during the past calenc

ions of the libraries of the Soithasonion
s and studies. Consider only the

Tov colunnn 2, please assess the
Tunsviturion in relation to vour own projec
Smithsonian colleetions, not materials ‘sacured for you by the Smithsenian Librories
via interlibrary loan. Indicate the level at which the collections support your work:

Level 1 - supplies basic information (such as is contained in dictionaries,
handbooks and encyclopedias)

Level 2 = covers current knowledge and most important historical aspects

{such as is contained in textbooks and basic journals)

ircludes basic materials required for independent study
(but lacks some significant materials)

[
<
o
I~
[ca
1

Level 4 - includes most materials required for independent study

Column 1 Column 2

Assessment of Library Collections

~ Level Level Level Level

1 2 3 4
(check one)

1. I _ () ) ) ()

3. Should any changes be made in the levels at which the collections of the
libraries of the Smithsonian Institution support your work? Yes No -

If yes, please describe the changes you desire for each project:

O . o )

=L T a3
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B. U3SE OF {CSOURCES
Tn column 1, please list all of the different libraries and collections of
documcniis that you have used in connection with your professional activities
during the pasi calendar year. Include libraries and document colleeciions used
witnin and outside of the Smithsonian Institution. Please identify individually
sach collection used, including those maintained by departments or divisions of

t+he Smithsonian Institution.

o' includes personal vizit=. written requests, phone calls by you or
"Use" does not include materials or services obtained by

someone acting for you. 1 s
indirccet means (e.g., "interlibrary loan').

approximate frequency with which you used the
to the library or document collection you used
next most frequently used, etc., until all are ranked.

In column 2, indicate the
collections., Place a "1 next
most [frequently, a "2V for the

projects or studies (identified on the preceding page)

i column 3, indicate the
(You may

for which ycu most frequently used the library or document collection.
icentify the study or project by the order in which you listed it (e.g., "1", "2V, ete.).

Colunn 1 Columr: 2 Column 3
7 Rank by Projects or
Libraries and Document Collections Used Frequency Studies for which
of Use Primarily Used

Librarias
{indicate location if necessary for identification)

Q - ———

ERIC o |
A%
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wiat reasons other than the presence of relevant library materidls did you
<he libraries listed on the preceding page? (e.g., was it becausc of

onvenience, comfort, ease of getting materials, speed of getting materials,
or special services such as photocopying?)

2]

Reasons for Use

Library or Document Collection Used

+. Your first ranked libtrary: —

2. Your last ranked library: e o .

3. Your highest ranked library in the
Smithsonian (if neither of the above): S . -

Should the libraries of thz Smithsonian Tustitution collect marterials in subject
areas for which you now usa other libraries or document collections?

Yes _ No .

If yes, please list the subject areas or kinds of materials which the libraries
of the Smithsonian Institution should collect:

C. SELECTION OF MATERIALS

1. During the past year how many titles have you recommended or requested for

acquisition by t e libraries of the Smithsonian Institution?
in your own areas of interest? _

in other subject fields? ) .

2. How many titles do you think you would have recommended if more funds had been

available?
in veur own areas of interest?
in other subject fields? -
)
$ . : -38-
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3. In column 1, 1nd1cate how much ,espaﬁ51b111ty each cf the following has for

In column 2, indicate how much responsibility you believe each should have.

Indicate amount of responsibility in percentages (e.g., 0% indicates no
responsibility, *N0% indicates total responsibility).

Amount of Respona;b;l;ty for Selection of Titles
At Dresent Pre ferred

1. Curators ] o
2. Department chairman - ' _
3. Librarians

4. Library Director

D. PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES

1. During the past calendar year, approximately what percent of your professional
time was spent on each activity?

in research activities

in curatorial activities

-

in teaching and lecturing

in public service activities

wm

in administrative activities

Tae

in other activities (please specify)

EN
e
=

Total 100 %



2. If additional funds could be made available this year for library purposes in
the Smithsonian Institution, indicate in percentages—from 0% to 100%—how
you would allocate these resources:

1. To speed up technical processing of materials
(acquisitions, cataloging). %

2. To make the libraries more comfortable for

reading and studying. X
3. To buy more journals. A
4. To increase photocopying facilities. __ %

5. To buy more reference and bibliographic materiaias
(e.g., indexes, abstracts). %

6. To speed up the delivery of documents from one

library to another. %

7. To buy more baoks. _ %
8. To hire more clerical and technical assistants. . %
9. To hire more librarians. I -
10. Other (Please specify). L %

Do you have any additional comments about the collections of the libraries of
the Smithsonian Institution or any general comments about the libraries?

Name _ Poaition

(will be deleted subsequent to analyeis)

Department . — ___ Division ___ -

ao-



APPENDIX B

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION LIBRARIES WASHINGTON, D. C, 20560

February 19, 1971

Dear Colleague,

Although I realize that you are busy, I would like to
urge you ta return the questionnaire sent to you from the
Smithsonian Institution Libraries on January 26,

The information which you provide will be extremely

useful, both for the study itself and feor future plans

If you have any questions, please call Flaine Sloan

at 5178 or 5044 or Dan Clemmer at 5432.
Sincgrely,

IO )T,

Ruasell Shamk
Director, S5.I. Libraries




APPENDIX C

Analysis of Questionnaire Returns

Questionnaires sent

Questionnaires returned

Questionnaires el iminated due to
incomplete information

Questionnaires analyzed

Questionnaires not returned
Did not reply

Refused

Retired or leave of absence

Not in D. C. area at time studv was conducted

NMNH NMHT
Number Number

117 54

68 29

4 i

64 28

49 24

27 21

6 l

2 0

14 2



APPENDIX D

CODING SCHEME

COLUMN NUMBER VARIABLE-iDENTIFICATION

] Museum

0 National Museum of Natural History
I National Museum of History and
Technology

2, 3 Department, Division
4 Individual ldentification Number

Curator

Associate Curator

Assistant Curator
Non-curatorial - research
Non-curatorial - administration
Department Chairman

5 Position

O A P AN B —

No

6 Supervisor
Yes

M) —

7 Number of projects reported

Wb L N —
BN Ry —

8 Assessment of collection

NV s ) —

9 Number of libraries utilized

NV BN —

or more

56/-




14

Number of Smithsonian institution Libraries Utilized

Primary library

Number of requests

Number of requests
Number of requests

Number of reqguests

"Indicated increase

in

B AN N -

BN N —

own field

WO A s L kg —

other fields

W A —

or more

Personal collection

Department or divisional library
Central library

Outside S

None

| fo 5

6 to 10

Il to 25

26 to 50

Over 50

Did not know could

As above

own field if funde svailable

As atove

other fields

if tfunds available

As above

number of requests if moré funds available

!
2

No increase
| ncrease

Perception of curator's responsibility

None
Less than 50%

504 or more

100%

Did not know abcut selection proces.

b el o " b
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20

21

22=24

25-28

29

30=39

Perception
As

Perception of Librarians'
As

Perception
As

Preferred

As
0

Preferred responsibility As

Preferred responsibility - others

(%]

O o~d 2

Primary activity

RN —

Lo}

Al location of resources

WO~ bW —

of Department Chairmen's responsibitity

above

responsibility

above

of Library Director's responsibility

above

responsibility - "Don't knows" only

above, except
not a "Don't know"

above

above, except
Was a "don't know"
Did not change

70% or more in research

504 to 70% in research

50% or more in administrative

50% or more In curatorial activity
Less than 50% in any one activity;
primary activity - research

Less than 50% in any one activity;
primary activity - none or other than
research

None

| to 10%
Il to 20%
2l to 30%
31 to 40%
4] to 50%
5] to 75%
75 to 99%
1 00%



FOOTNOTES

The theoretical framework of this study is based upon the
concepts of "organizational domain'" and "domain consensus"
drawn from organization theory. An organization's domalin
is studied by examining the claims that It makes for itself
in terms of the population which it serves, the services
that it offers, and the resources that are available. The
focus of this study is upon elements in the resource
dimension of the Smithsonian Institution " ibraries' domain:
the selection of materials and the development of collec-
tions.

A critical aspect in the development of organizational domain
involves the establishment of "domain consensus." Domain
consensus occurs when significant elements in the organiza-
tion's environment agree that the claims of the organization
are valid. The "significant elements" docused upon in this
study are the primary users of the Smithsonian Institution
Libraries -- the curators. :

The notions of domain and domain consensus were formulated
int Sol Levine and Paul E. White, "Exchange as a Conceptual

Framework for the Study of Interorganizational Relationships,"
Administrative Science Quarteriy, vol. 5, March, 1961, pp. 583-
601. The appiication of these ideas to the study of a single
organization is developed in: James D. Thompson, Orgsnizations
In Action. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1967, pp. 25-38.

2 .

Norman Baker, "A Descriptive Mode! of Library/User/Funder
‘Behavior In a University Environment." Drexel Library Quarterly,
vol. 4, no. 1, January 1968, pp. 16-30.




3

4

5

Mildred Benton, A. Study of Resources and Major Subject
Holdings Available in U. S. Federal Libraries Maintaining
Extensive or Unique Collections of Research Materials.
U. 5. Department of Health, Educatior, and Welfare,
Office of Education, Bureau of Research, September, 1370.

Russell Shank, Regional Access to Scientific and Technical
[nformation. New York Metropolitan Refere: and Research
Library Agency, Inc. 1968,

Some difficulties encountered in assigning collecticn
levels are discussed on pp. B-34 and B-35.

Dagmar Hoina Perman, E., Bibliography and the Histcrian,
Washington, D.C., Clio Press, 1968.

This treats many problams invalved in providing
bibliographic services to historians.

The stepwise regression technique begins with simple
correlation coefficients (r), which describe relationships
between vairiables one at a *ime. Multiple correlation
coefficients (r) are calculated by adding, one at a time,
those variables which contribute the most information (that
is, are most highly correlated with) the criterion variable.
The esffect of variables already "built into" the multiple
correlation coefficient is "partialled out" or held constant
as each new variable is added. All correlation coefficients
(r) reported in the study were generated by this technique
on Natural History data; the complete intercorrefation matrix
is on fite. For further discussion of regression techniques
see, William L. Hayes, Statistics, New York. holt, Rinehart
and Winston, 1963, pp. 490-577.

Edwin Olson, Edward S. Wainer, Vern M. Pings, Elaine Sican
and Richard H. Orr, "Relative se Patterns of Libraries
Serving Medical School Populations," in Robert G. Cheshrer,
ed., Information in the Hea!th Sciences: Working To The
Future.” Cleveland: Case-Western Reserve University Press
(in press). This paper deals with patterns of library
utilization.




Edwin E. Olson and James Liesner, An Experimental
Educational Program In Library and Information Services.
College Park, Md., University of Maryland, SLIS,

August, 1970.

Dagmar H. Perman, op. cit., pp. 8=10. A survey of the
bibiiographical habits and needs of 57 historians engaged

in teaching at colleges and universi .es indicated that

the respondents "...relied on their university library for
thair research needs..."” Interilibrary loan and the Library
of Congress followed in frequency of use. The questionnaire
iz not reproduced, nor are the results reported in sufficient
cetall to make specific compariseons possible. The depandence
of historians upon special archives and collections was noted.

o
T. J. Allen, et al, "Criteria For Selection of an Information
Source," MIT PB 176899, September, 1967.

I
J. P. Danton, "University Lihrary Book Selection Policy
Revisited," International Library Review, January, 1971,
pp. 6!-65. There are severa! zrticles which discuss the
issue; This is a recent example.

12
M. D. Carter and W. J. Bonk, Building Library Collections,
New York: Scarecrow Press, Inc., 1969. This is perhaps the
best general introduction to collection development and
selection of materials.

13
Norman Dudley, "The Blanket Order," Library "rends, vol. 18,
ne. 3, January, 1970, pp. 318-327. The entire. issue of
Library Trends, edited by Rolland Stevens, is devoted to
acquisitions for research libraries.

14
At the 1971 ALA Conference in Dallas, the Agriculturai and
Biological Sciencas Subject Specialist Subsection of the
Asscciation of College and Research Libraries Subject
Special ists Section presented a program on "Subject Specialists
"in Academic Libraries." Three papers were presented:
Eldred Smith, "The Impact of the Subject Specialist in Academic
Library Organization; Alan Taylor, "Academic Library Services
and the subject Specialist;" and Thomas Kirk, "The Role of
Subject Specialists in Undergraduate Colleges."
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